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CITY OF SNOHOMISH

Founded 1859, Incorporated 1890

116 UNION AVENUE o SNOHOMISH, WASHINGTON 98290 o TEL (360) 568-3115 FAX (360) 568-1375

NOTICE OF REGULAR MEETING

SNOHOMISH CITY COUNCIL

in the
George Gilbertson Boardroom
1601 Avenue D

TUESDAY
October 18, 2016
7:00 p.m.
AGENDA
CALL TO ORDER
a. Pledge of Allegiance

b. Roll Call
APPROVE AGENDA contents and order
APPROVE MINUTES of the meeting of September 20, 2016

a. Workshop (P.1)
b. Regular Meeting (P.5)

CITIZEN COMMENTS - Three minutes allowed for citizen comments on
subjects not on the agenda. Three minutes will be allowed for citizen comments
during each Public Hearing, Action or Discussion Agenda Item immediately
following council questions and before council deliberation. Citizen comments
are not allowed under New Business or Consent items.

PRESENTATION — Voluntary Gun Disposal Program (P.23)

PUBLIC HEARINGS

a. Revenue Sources (P.25)
1) Staff presentation
2) Council’s questions of staff
3) Citizens’ comments
4) Close citizens’ comments

5) Council deliberation and action
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SET Water/wastewater Rates for 2017-2019 (P.31)

1) Staff presentation

2) Council’s questions of staff
3) Citizens’ comments
4) Close citizens’ comments

5) Council deliberation and action — PASS Resolution 1348

ACTION ITEMS

a.

AUTHORIZE City Manager to Sign Contract with Philips Publishing for
Quarterly City Magazine (P.41)

AUTHORIZE City Manager to Sign Small Cell Technology Legal
Consortium Agreement (P.59)

Establish an Application Fee for Right-of-Way Master Use Agreements —
PASS Resolution 1353 (P.71)

DISCUSSION ITEM - REVIEW Proposed Solid Waste Contract (P.75)

CONSENT ITEMS

a.

AUTHORIZE payment of claim warrants #59453 through #59622 in the
amount of $1,116,971.20 , and payroll checks 15102 through 15128 in
the amount of $442,034.88 issued since the last regular meeting (P.163)

ACCEPT WWTP ATS Replacement Project Closeout (P.183)

APPROVE the Lodging Tax Advisory Committee’s Grant Funding
Recommendations for 2017 (P.185)

OTHER BUSINESS/INFORMATION ITEMS

COUNCILMEMBER COMMENTS/LIAISON REPORTS

MANAGER’S COMMENTS

MAYOR’S COMMENTS

ADJOURN

NEXT MEETING: Tuesday, November 1, 2016, regular meeting at 7 p.m., in the George
Gilbertson Boardroom, Snohomish School District Resource Center, 1601 Avenue D.

The City Council Chambers are ADA accessible. Specialized accommodations will be
provided with 5 days advanced notice. Contact the City Clerk's Office at 360-568-3115. This
organization is an Equal Opportunity Provider.
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Snohomish City Council Workshop Minutes
September 20, 2016

1. CALL TO ORDER: Mayor Guzak called the Snohomish City Council workshop to order
at 6:05 p.m., Tuesday, September 20, 2016, in the Snohomish School District Resource
Service Center, George Gilbertson Boardroom, 1601 Avenue D, Snohomish, Washington

COUNCILMEMBERS PRESENT STAFF PRESENT

Derrick Burke Larry Bauman, City Manager

Karen Guzak, Mayor Jennifer Olson, Finance Director

Dean Randall Steve Schuller, Deputy City Manager/PW Director
Tom Hamilton Pat Adams, Human Resources Manager/City Clerk

Michael Rohrscheib
Lynn Schilaty
Zach Wilde

2. DISCUSSION - Utility Rate Structure. Ms. Olson stated the purpose of the workshop is
for City Council to discuss the current water, wastewater and storm water rates. She
anticipated some discussion will revolve around the wastewater rate structure. Water and
wastewater rates contain a base rate, which includes 4 units of consumption and a volume
rate for every unit of consumption used over 4 units. Storm water rates are based on
Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU) or Impervious Surface Unit (ISU). She explained the
workshop should be interactive with a hands-on review of wastewater rates and unit
consumption scenarios, with the expectation that the City Council will provide staff with
policy direction on the future rate structure and the setting of rates for 2017 through 2019.

Ms. Olson explained the City supplies water to customers and calculates consumption
through water meters with readings taken bi-monthly. Wastewater charges are based on
water usage with the exception of summer months when wastewater charges are based on
winter use - typically known as the winter average. Storm water units are based on property
size and the amount of impervious surface that affects storm water runoff. Consolidated bill
statements are generated for two-months of household consumption and includes charges for
water, wastewater, storm water, garbage, recycling and yard waste.

Historically, utility rates have been set in three-year cycles typically after a rate study has
been conducted to analyze the sufficiency of revenues to meet operating expenses, operating
reserve requirements, debt service obligations and the capital infrastructure costs associated
with City water, wastewater and storm water systems. For 2014-2016 rate setting, the City
contracted with FCS for an analysis of water, wastewater and storm water rates for the
current 3-year period.

Water Rates

For the 2017-2019 water rate setting, rates were analyzed by the FCS Group as part of the
study to determine feasibility of closing the water treatment facility and purchasing all of the
City’s water from the City of Everett. Water rates were recommended by the consultant to
increase 2.25% each of the three years for all meter sizes.

Storm Water Rates

For the 2017-2019 storm water rate setting, staff prepared a cash flow analysis to determine
the level of annual revenues necessary to ensure that future resources are available for storm
water capital investments as well as sufficient funds for operations and maintenance. Based

on the proposed five-year 2017-2019 CIP, along with an additional five-year capital
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infrastructure outlook on storm water system needs, storm water rates are recommended to
increase 2.0% each year.

Council discussed the water and stormwater rates and directed staff to bring back increases of
2.25% for water and 2% for storm water.

Wastewater Rates

In October 2015, as part of the 2016 budget development process, staff provided an overview
of the Utility Enterprise Funds and their financial condition and discussed with the City
Council the potential for paying off certain utility debt obligations. A wastewater fund cash
flow analysis was conducted in-house, taking into account future rate generated revenues,
connection charges based on existing developments, operational cost inflation, revised future
capital projects and fund reserves. The USDA wastewater bond was paid off in November
2015.

In March 2016, the City Council conducted a workshop on the current state of the wastewater
treatment facility and collection system. For many years, the City was under an agreed order
with the Department of Ecology to update and improve the City’s wastewater system or risk
being required to convey all wastewater to the City of Everett at a significant cost to City
wastewater customers. The City made significant improvements to the system and is no
longer under this order. However, wastewater capital infrastructure is always in need of
system improvements, and a ten-year capital investment plan was updated to ensure that the
City stays compliant with all regulatory agencies.

With the updated wastewater system capital projects, staff updated the October 2015 cash
flow analysis and debt review to determine the level of annual revenues necessary to ensure
that future resources are available for capital investments as well as sufficient funds for
operations, maintenance and debt service coverage. The City Council reviewed the current
state of the wastewater treatment system and future capital infrastructure improvement needs
and directed staff to prepare a wastewater rate resolution that reduced wastewater rates b¥
10% across the board. A draft resolution and staff report was prepared for the August 16"
City Council agenda, but was cancelled due to a request to review historical wastewater rate
increases and a proposal to modify the rate structure to restore past wastewater rate increases
that negatively affected lower consumption water and wastewater consumers.

Ms. Olson discussed the historical changes to number of units used. She discussed 4 units,
which is the current base charge up to 30 units. She noted the average wastewater charges
are in the 13 units range. There are some customers in the 20-30 units range, which are some
larger families. The biggest change was in 2007 and 2008 when the base units changed to 4
and the base charge was $72.30, which increased to $100.14. For an 8 unit consumer, that
change resulted in a 39% increase. The increase to a 4 units customer and a 5 units customer
went incrementally down, so it was not an increase that was equitable across the board. The
average 13 units customer had a 27% increase in their sewer bill versus the 8 units customer
who had a 39% increase. This was part of Councilmember Hamilton’s concerns about the
inequity within the rate structure.

Ms. Olson reviewed the overall increase and decrease from 2005 to 2016 for the 8 units
customer resulting in a 95% increase in wastewater charges. From 2007 to 2016, the overall
change for an 8 units customer was 126% overall. 4 and 5 units customers had a 94% overall
increase, and the average 13 units user had 113% increase in sewer rates.

The Council discussed changes to the wastewater rates for the upcoming three year period.

2 City Council Meeting
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Ms. Olson stated the first proposal was a 10% across the board change, with a 10% reduction
and a 10% reduction in the volume charge. She explained the current base rate of $139.98
would change to $125.98, and the volume charge would be reduced from $590 to $531. The
10% equally decreases for all consumers at different levels of consumption. Overall, over
the three year period with the flat change, it would stay consistent.

When the cash flow and debt review was completed and determined what was needed for the
capital investments over time, we know we need about $4.2 million for the ten year period of
time in sewer revenues. The 10% reduction provides for an estimated $4.2 million each year.
With that reduction, it would be approximately $477,000 reduction in total revenues.

There was a proposal to reduce the base rate to $105.28, and increase the overage charge to
$7.55 per unit. This impacts more positively the 4, 5 and 8 units customers. There is a 25%
decrease for the 4 units customers. The average customer will see a 10% decrease. There
are some issues that come up with different users. There would be a 3% increase in
wastewater charges for 30 units customers. Over time with this change to the 5/8” meter, the
customer would see a three year total dollar reduction of over $600. The average customer
would see approximately $350 reduction in their bill. There is a question of whether the City
changes the base rate and the volume charge for larger meters. Primarily, the City’s
customers are 5/8” meter customers. When the same change is made to the base rate with a
reduction and an increase in the volume charge, those customers with the larger meters also
receive a reduction. For example, a 1”” meter customer would see about a $1,500 reduction
over the three year period or 24.79% decrease.

There is a question on whether keep the base rate low for the lower consumption users and
increase the volume charge, which will result in customers who use more being impacted.

Councilmember Randall asked about higher volume customers. He assumed those would be
the nursing homes and inquired as to their volume of usage.

Councilmember Hamilton responded Delta Rehabilitation Center is the City’s largest user at
1200 units. Nobody else is even close to that. They have 900,000 gallons of water usage per
billing cycle. There are a few that are using 4 or 500 units in a billing period. Delta has a 6”
meter. He would not want their rates to reflect some astronomical change. Going forward,
Council may want to consider 5/8”meter customers who are households in a separate
category to address any inequity and a straight across the board 10% decrease for everybody
else or the larger meter customers. Customers below 8 units have very little impact.

Councilmember Schilaty asked if Delta has more residents than the other nursing homes.

Mr. Bauman responded they do have a large number of clients. Their treatments also involve
a lot of water use. Irrigation is a part of it too.

Councilmember Hamilton doesn’t want to complicate this by having a split rate, but it seems
to make more sense.

Ms. Olson discussed the scenario of a 25% decrease in the base and a 28% increase in the per
unit. If the base is lower at 30% and the volume charge is 20%, it positively impacts with a
reduction for those larger consumers with the 5/8”” meter. The base charge would be $98.00.

Councilmember Hamilton noted that the 30 units customers have been getting a real break
over the last nine years.
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Councilmember Burke asked if the 25% decrease and 28% increase in the per unit would
provide an incentive to conserve or change behavior?

Councilmember Hamilton has seen that happen. However, he noted in 2008, there was a
significant increase of 24%, and you would expect a big change. Most of the users have not
been able to demonstrate a significant ability to cut their usage. That is a risk and
consideration.

Councilmember Schilaty stated some people have reacted, but it’s not showing up in the
analysis.

Councilmember Hamilton noted the winter/summer average is recognized in the wastewater
rates.

Mayor Guzak supports the idea of equity.

Council discussed the changes, which were summarized as a 25% decrease in the base from
$139.98 to $105.28, and the per unit or volume overage at $7.55 per unit, with the 28%
increase in the volume part of the wastewater rate.

Council agreed this would be an equitable solution.

Councilmember Wilde asked how this would impact customers using 25 or 30 units. How far
would they have to reduce their usage to experience a 0% increase.

Ms. Olson stated they would have reduce their wastewater by 5 units to get to zero. Zero is
25 units. 30 units is a 2.8% increase, or a three year period of $148.00. There is also the
winter/summer average and leak adjustments.
Ms. Olson reiterated that utility rates to be brought back to the City Council as a proposed
Resolution would be a 2.25% increase in the water rates, both base and volume, a decrease in
the wastewater rates in the base of 25% and an increase in the overage or volume charge of
28%. For storm water rates, there is a proposed increase of 2% for a three-year period.

3. ADJOURN at 6:45 p.m.
APPROVED this18th day of October, 2016

CITY OF SNOHOMISH ATTEST:

Karen Guzak, Mayor Pat Adams, City Clerk
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Snohomish City Council Meeting Minutes
September 20, 2016

1. CALL TO ORDER: Mayor Guzak called the Snohomish City Council meeting to order at
7:00 p.m., Tuesday, September 20, 2016, in the Snohomish School District Resource Service
Center, George Gilbertson Boardroom, 1601 Avenue D, Snohomish, Washington.

COUNCILMEMBERS PRESENT  STAFF PRESENT

Derrick Burke Grant Weed, City Attorney

Karen Guzak, Mayor Jennifer Olson, Finance Director

Tom Hamilton Steve Schuller, Deputy City Manager/PW Director
Dean Randall Glen Pickus, Planning Director

Michael Rohrscheib Yosh Monzaki, City Engineer

Lynn Schilaty Denise Johns, Project Manager

Zach Wilde John Flood, Police Chief

Pat Adams, City Clerk
2. APPROVE AGENDA contents and order.

Mayor Guzak requested Agenda Item 5., Presentation of Proclamation, be moved to Action
Item 6Ga.

MOTION by Schilaty, second by Rohrscheib, to approve the amended agenda. The
motion passed unanimously (7-0).

3. APPROVE MINUTES of the August 23, 2016 budget workshop and the September 6, 2016
regular meeting.

MOTION by Schilaty, second by Randall, to approve the minutes of the budget
workshop and regular meeting. The motion passed unanimously (7-0).

4. CITIZEN COMMENTS on items not on the Agenda

Mayor Guzak welcomed the citizens to the meeting and discussed the procedures for
providing comments.

Morgan Davis, 206 Avenue I, wished to address the water and sewer rates discussed at the
earlier workshop. He said he arrived at the end of the discussion, and believed he heard
Councilmember Hamilton’s suggestion was approved. He has a lot of questions about it.
Mr. Davis stated for years and years, the base rate was 8 units for 5/8” meter with average
consumption at about 14. After Councilmember Hamilton was elected to the Council, the
base rate was cut in half from 8 units to 4 units except for senior homeowners with a
discount. Their base rate is still 8 units. He believed their aggregate discount for the City is
costing the rest of the rate payers over $100,000 per year. The City’s discount is only to
single-family homeowners. Apartment dwellers — even the very low income — don’t get a
break. Former Councilmember Kaftanski said it was a gross inequity. The Council is not
addressing that problem. He wished when the Council sets the public hearing, this is taken
into account to make some kind of an allowance for this. He doesn’t know why a single, low
income person on social security with a $300,000 to $500,000 home, living alone has to be
able to use twice the consumption of water that a family has. He thinks it’s a gross inequity
the way the system is set up. Mr. Davis said it was unclear in speaking with Councilmember
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Hamilton on his apartment dwellers - some of which are on social security, that they may be
losers in the new rate structure.

He hopes the Council keeps the detailed minutes so that when the Council has its hearing, he
can refer in hard copy or digital format to the discussion the Council had. He hopes there are
examples showing losers and winners. He believes Councilmember Hamilton said there will
be losers and winners with this idea he had tonight that apparently has been approved by the
Council already. He hopes there are detailed minutes on that and they show different
examples with different consumption - with apartment houses, single family homes, and
others. It needs to be publicized more. He knows there is a one shot 10% break on sewer
rates, but he believes water rates are being increased. He requested better examples, not just
the 5/8” meter, but the 1'%2” meter where most of the apartments are in town. Think of the
low income apartment dwellers, they are not getting a break.

Ginger Hamel, 408 Union, stated she is concerned about the City’s budget, and it needs to
get its projections straightened out for the future. She asked how the City is set up to handle
that. Why is the City expanding when it’s already on the fence with the budget? She asked if
the City is prepared for an earthquake, as there are no hospitals in the immediate area. She is
also concerned about crosswalk safety.

Citizen comments — closed
6. ACTION ITEMS:

a. APPROVE Proclamation Designating the Month of October 2016, as John S. White
Month

MOTION by Rohrscheib, second by Schilaty to APPROVE the Proclamation
Designating the Month of October 2016, as John S. White Month. The motion passed
unanimously (7-0).

b. ADOPT 2017 TO 2021 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)

Ms. Olson explained, as per the City’s Capital Budgeting Policy, the Council will review
and consider staff recommended capital projects as part of the budget development
process. During the August 23, 2016 Council Budget Workshop, a preliminary Capital
Improvement Plan was presented to and discussed by the City Council. Key projects
included:

e Carnegie Building improvements to allow the facility to be used as City Council
Chambers and for other board and commission meetings.
Master planning and design work for the future of the Hal Moe site property.
Pedestrian network improvements to repair sidewalks, improve school crossings and
other crosswalks throughout the community.

e (CSO separation projects that will continue to separate sewer pipes from storm water
pipes.

e Pavement overlay projects on Bickford Avenue, Lincoln Avenue, First Street and
Fourth Street. Overlay projects are funded from the voter approved Transportation
Benefit District sales tax initiative.

The five-year capital budget for the 2017-2021 Capital Improvement Plan is $21,775,442.
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The proposed 2017 capital projects will be incorporated as capital expenditures and
funding source line items within the 2017 Proposed Operating Budgets currently under
development.

Councilmember Randall noticed in reference to the street projects, the City has some
major thoroughfares like Bickford Avenue. He wants to know if the City will be
obtaining some matching funds with the TBD dollars.

Ms. Olson responded the Bickford Avenue and Weaver Way project is a multi-year
project starting in 2017. The major funding source for this project is estimated to include
TIB grant dollars. Other sources would include Traffic Impact Fees.

Citizen comments - none
Citizen comments — closed

MOTION by Burke, second by Rohrscheib, that the City Council ADOPT the
proposed Capital Improvement Plan for 2017-2021, and DIRECT staff to include 2017
Capital Projects in the 2017 Operating Budgets. The motion passed unanimously (7-0)

c. DRAFT 2017 City Council Annual Goals

Mr. Bauman stated the City Council has produced a tentative set of new goals for 2017,
which were derived from the discussions Council had at the August 23 budget and
planning workshop. The Council chose several new goal statements, as well as
continuing some goals statements that were not completed for 2016. The proposed new
and revised goals have been provided to Council for review and revisions prior to
placement on the City’s website and other publications, including the 2017
Recommended Budget.

Citizen comments - none
Citizen comments — closed

MOTION by Randall, second by Wilde, that the City Council ADOPT the City
Council Annual Goals for 2017. The motion passed unanimously (7-0).

d. ADOPTION of Resolution 1351 in opposition to Proposition 2 on the November 8, 2016
Ballot That Asks Voters to Decide: “Whether the City Should Adopt the Mayor/Council
Form of Government and Abandon the Council/Manager Form of Government”

Mr. Bauman stated the City Attorney made a number of technical revisions to Resolution
1351, which is available to the Council and citizens. He explained the City Council
directed staff to bring forward for citizen comment and Council consideration, a
Resolution of opposition to Proposition 2 that is on the General Election ballot for 2016.

The ballot measure specifically asks voters to decide “whether the City should adopt the
Mayor/Council form of government and abandon the current Council/Manager form of
government” that is currently used as the form of governance for the City. The
Council/Manager form of government has been in place in Snohomish since 1971. The
attached Resolution 1351 would provide the City Council the opportunity to consider
communicating its opposition to Proposition 2 and urging voters to disapprove this
measure.
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Councilmember Hamilton referenced a recital in the resolution where it states the cost to
the City if Proposition 2 were to be adopted to the voters and it could potentially exceed
$100,000. He would like to know where the number comes from.

Mr. Bauman replied the number comes from the Snohomish County Auditor’s Office.
The $100,000 is the maximum potential costs for special elections that would follow any
voter decision to adopt Proposition 2. If the Proposition is adopted, up to two additional
special elections would be held in February and April of 2017. Each of those elections
could be up to $50,000, if no other jurisdictions are sharing the cost.

Attorney Weed briefly reviewed the two technical changes made to the Resolution.
Citizen comments:

Colleen Dunlap, 3614 Fourth, said she is against changing the form of government from
a weak mayor to a strong mayor. City management requires education and expertise
specific to managing a small town where there is a wide range of needs, a few tiers of
management and a small staff. She does not believe there is an adequate pool of
qualified willing individuals in Snohomish to fill the strong mayor position over the long
haul. Continuity of management is the only way to ensure smooth operation of the City.
An elected Mayor would be distracted by campaigning for office every term and every
new mayor would lose valuable time to learn their job. She does think Snohomish would
be better served by a City Manager who lived inside the City limits of Snohomish, as is
the policy in many other cities. By adding a complete full time relocation as a
requirement for the job, the City may limit its pool of applicants, but the tradeoff would
be a manager with a deeper understanding of the spirit of our community, its history and
culture. What looks good on paper does not always support the way of life residents
value most. For a City Manager living in the community, belonging to the community,
would mean living with the lifestyle changes and tax repercussions of their
recommendations. She supports continuity in management and City management who
lives in and belongs to the community. She supports a weak mayor system with a
resident City Manager. She wants to know under a strong mayor government, could the
City have stipulations which could be tailored to the City.

Mr. Weed stated the City of Snohomish has adopted the optional municipal code under
RCW 35A. Optional code cities can opt to adopt either a Mayor/Council or
Council/Manager form of government. There are separate state statutory requirements
for each of those two types of governments. Whichever one the City of Snohomish
operates under, it is subject to certain State requirements. If there is a strong mayor form
of government, there are a set of state laws that prescribe what the Mayor’s authority is
and their responsibilities. Under a Council/Manager form of government, there is a
specific state statute which outlines the specific authority the City Manager has.

Bob Dvorak, Executive Director, Snohomish Senior Center and Managing Director
of the Fabulously Frugal Thrift Store, 514 Maple and 506 Fourth, said as a
Snohomish resident, he has had several opportunities to work with the Mayor,
Councilmembers and the City Manager on a number of issues. The City has a system that
has been working since the 1970s, which allowed for growth, systematic review of
policies and moved the City forward in a positive manner. You don’t need to fix
something that isn’t broke. This holds very true for this great community. He
encourages all citizens who love this City, to vote No on Proposition 2.
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Morgan Davis, 206 Avenue I, commented on Resolution 1351 and the statement that the
Council/Manager form of government was implemented in some US cities in the 20"
Century. He stated currently in the State of Washington, 93% of the cities the size of
Snohomish — under 10,000 — employ the strong mayor system. As far as the strong
mayor system, he believes it can be a full-time or part-time Mayor. It all depends on the
Council next year and what they decide, and what the salaries are. He believes there
must be something right about 93% of the cities the size of Snohomish having a strong
mayor. He doesn’t believe the City should be comparing with cities like Everett,
Lynnwood and the bigger cities like Lake Stevens and Monroe. He wants to know why
the City would put the $100,000 cost in the Resolution, as its pure speculation. It could
be zero if there are others, just like the November election is costing nothing for this
measure. It’s a prejudicial statement saying it’s going to cost $100,000. It’s pure
speculation. On recital #9, the City is repeating #6. On recital #10, it states there is no
authority to end the term of the elected Mayor. He states there is, and it’s called the
recall system. The Mayor can be recalled at any time, or voted out of office every four
years. Saying there is no authority to end the term of a Mayor is a false statement. On
recital #11, the City is placing an inordinate degree of independent authority in the hands
of separately elected Mayor. That is what you want for a balance of power. When
compared with the Federal Government, there is a Congress. However, with the City’s
idea, it would rather have the Congress appoint the US President, instead of the citizens
electing the President. The US Constitution is the model for the strong mayor system
where there is a balance of power. The City is putting all the power in the hands of the
Council — a clique of four members — that’s not right. The City needs a balance of power
to even things out. That’s a big problem right there. At the last Council meeting,
Councilmember Schilaty and Mayor Guzak said there is nobody in Snohomish with
managerial experience. That’s an insult to people like Paul Kaftanski, a former
Councilmember. He is a manager in the City of Everett managing a $45 million budget.
He was Parks Director. If he lost his job, he could be running for Mayor and he could
run the City just as well as Mr. Bauman. He would live in the City of Snohomish where
he would be accountable to the citizens. He thinks having a Resolution to put into the
campaign of the No Committee may be legal, but he thinks it’s a conflict of interest and
unethical.

John Kartak, 714 Fourth Street, stated CPR Snohomish presented the petition that
makes this possible. He said they are successful regardless of how anybody votes. He
supports everybody’s right to have their opinion, and everybody at CPR Snohomish does.
That’s why they did this contrary to Mayor Guzak’s wishes. She has publically said she
does not want people to have this vote when they were gathering signatures. He said they
have been considered a small band of misfits to the Mayor on Facebook and they just
want to advocate on behalf of the people. However the people vote, they will be very
happy because this is a decision that is given to them. He would also like to point out
that Steve Schuller is the City’s Deputy City Manager. The City has somebody that can
do everything. Regardless of who the Mayor is, the City has someone on staff who is the
Public Works Director and understands how the City works. He is already drawing a
salary and is a great guy. He would like to point out since 2002, there have been seven
cities who have changed their form of government. CPR Snohomish cannot find a single
one of those cities who will tell them their Council voted to say it’s such a bad thing to
change the form of government. They remained neutral because their councils don’t
support just themselves. Their councils support everybody. They collected 218
signatures for this. There are at least 218 people that support this. Does the Council not
support them? Is the Council going to say damn this thing - we’re condemning it — or
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will the Council remain neutral and let the people have their decision? Somebody said,
don’t fix anything that ain’t broke. Something is broken here.

Mr. Kartak asked City Manager Larry Bauman if he was hiding in a dark room and
spying through a two-way mirror on an Open Government Committee who were busy
trying to teach all of the government how to be more transparent. He repeated the
question and asked if he was also hiding with Mayor Karen Guzak.

Mayor Guzak stated that Mr. Bauman does not have to answer the question as he
responds to the City Council.

Mr. Kartak responded that Mayor Guzak stated Mr. Bauman does not have to answer to
them. He is the most powerful official in the City and he has every power that the Mayor
would have if the City had a strong Mayor. He has all those powers. He does not have to
answer to him. He is just a citizen trying to address his government.

Mr. Bauman responded citizen comments are supposed to be directed to the City Council
not to staff.

Diana Carver, 330 Avenue A, stated she is a registered voter in the City of Snohomish.
She is very saddened that this meeting has had to take place. She is ashamed that some
of the people in her city that she has lived in for over 35 years have made such personal
attacks in the guise of caring about the people. She is looking at the City Council who
were elected by the people of this City, who have served honorably and continue to do so.
She supports the form of government the people before she moved to the City chose and
continues to do so. She is very sad she must speak up against the kind of personal attacks
she just heard.

Mike Whitney, 520 Cypress Avenue, supported what Ms. Carver said. He thinks what
he has seen tonight is an unfortunate display of a personal animus that drives that
movement and gives it life. It has driven the recall movement which was eventually
dropped of the charges that were unfounded and unbased in any fact whatsoever of
malfeasance. Something that Karen should have defended herself against he thinks. He
can see the challenges to even the credibility of Larry Bauman stating numbers
impartially about what this will cost. Should we check the credibility of Bauman over the
other gentleman that just said it could be nothing? Who are we going to trust in this
thing? We are talking about strong mayor or weak mayor. He referenced a print out the
Council provided, and it reaffirmed all his deepest fears about what a strong mayor would
mean for the City. Particularly, what it says is that the trend of corruption and cronyism
will undermine the effectiveness of local government. We need to watch and guard
against this. The weak mayor distributes the power and authority equally among the
members of the City Council. Wouldn’t the City rather have that than one person who
would be in the pocket of big business making those decisions?

Kari Zimmerman, Bonneville Avenue, said the argument that everyone is doing it — is
completely invalid. We are not lemmings. She appreciates the vote where they can have
a voice and she feels the citizens will make the right decision. She said a lot is being
made of the 218 signatures. Obviously, that was the legal amount needed. However, that
IS not even 10% of the citizens in town - Let alone the vast area of citizens who don’t get
to vote but are still affected by the decisions made by the Council. She thinks it’s just
silliness. Another one of the arguments is that Larry Bauman has all the power. She
wants to correct that and make sure it’s clear that he is directed by the Council. He
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doesn’t just get a wild hair and do whatever he wants. She read the dictionary definition
of strong mayor. “Strong Mayor gives the mayor almost total administrative authority.
A clear wide-range of political independence with the power to appoint and dismiss
department heads without Council approval and little or no public input.” To say that one
person will have all the power with the current system is absolute fallacy. The person
with all the power would be the elected Mayor. It’s frustrating to have people just saying
whatever they want and make up stories. It’s ridiculous — especially people who don’t
even live in town. She is definitely voting No.

Bill Betten, stated he lives 300 feet outside of this community. He is not a citizen in this
town. He was born and raised here and considers himself a citizen. He is sorry he lives
300 feet outside of the City limits. It is what it is. He buys all his food in Snohomish.
He is here trying to help his town. Snohomish is his town - our town. People say it’s
speculative. These are facts. The fact of the matter is 93% of cities in Washington State
with a population level of 10,000 of less is Strong Mayor. 57% of all cities and towns in
our state are Strong Mayor. It should be apparent the system works for the majority of
cities and towns in Washington State. By initiating Resolution 1351 to officially defeat a
public ballot issue that offers a potential for more accountability in City government -
but, yes, puts the City Council and the current City Manager’s job at risk — you are in
effect abandoning a neutral position and ignoring your solemn pledge to serve all the
voters and taxpayers of this community equally and fairly. These few who are actively
controlling this Council have exhibited a self-serving, vindictive and oppressive behavior.
History teaches us that we all reap what we sow. The Council’s political career will not
be viewed as inspired, but instead defined in the long run as a failure. A failure to protect
our small town feel, a failure to stem out-of-control growth, a failure to control traffic
congestion, expenses and worse — loss of voter and taxpayer trust. You say that those
who disagree with you are a small unimportant group. Yet, in a very small amount of
time, more than 200 signatures from residents who live in our town, signed a petition to
adopt the very ballot issue the Council intends to defy tonight. To make a point, they
haven’t seen a demonstration of standing room only people that are asking for this to be
squashed. The citizens want to be heard. Just say no to no. Also know this, we are not
going give up trying to help the Council learn better ways to treat their constituents. They
are all not lazy minded. Maybe the Council should adopt some more pleasing and
respectful manners so they can all thrive and enjoy what they have here — a beautiful
town. He asked the Snohomish City Council, how do they want to be remembered?

Melody Clemans, 313 Avenue D, asked what are the qualities necessary to have a
vibrant community where families choose to live here and raise their children? There is
an answer to that. The answer is quality open government and quality schools. These
two qualities go hand in hand in the community. She just described the City of
Snohomish. She knows this with all her heart. 45 years ago, the City’s citizens chose a
more open government system, a Council/Manager form of government. It is an efficient
straight line governing system. The citizens elect 7 councilmembers to create the policies
for our town. The Council hires a manager to implement them. For 45 years - it works.
Snohomish has prospered for these 45 years, with a great, open and responsive
government. There is no need to fix or change what is not broken. She knows it’s a
cliché, but it is really true in this town. You just have to live it to know it. She
congratulated all seven councilmembers and shame on some of the City’s community
members for putting them through some of this. She congratulated the Council for able
representation of the community. Each one of them are elected and doesn’t have to do
this. They chose to do this. She thanked them for their service. She is here tonight to
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urge the citizens to vote and resolve not to support Proposition 2 on this November’s
ballot.

Vicki Machovsky, 2320 139™ Avenue SE, stated she lives outside the City limits, but
hears that 93% of the cities don’t use the Council/Manager form of government system.
We have used it for 45 years. This Council did not bring this system into place. It has
been in place for awhile. It is working and it is efficient. She speaks the fear of bringing
in a strong mayor. She stated it sounds very scary to her. She supports the current
system. What the Council is doing for their community is appreciated. She believes it is
strong. She doesn’t want authority in the hands of one person. She stated there are 7
people and each one of these people are directing the manager and we don’t have one
person who has all the strength. There are 7 councilmembers to make those decisions for
the community. She will vote No.

Tom Merrill, 602 Avenue A, stated prior to coming tonight, he had prepared some
comments, but the Council has issued the Resolution which pretty much covers
everything he had to say. He has heard fiery rhetoric. He has heard great passion. He
has heard outright lies, and he has heard attacks on people in the City tonight. Lie #1 —
he has worked on the Open Government Committee. There was not somebody sitting
behind a mirror in a dark room watching them deliberate on that Council. The Mayor
and Mr. Bauman came into the room when they were deliberating, sat down at the table
and were totally open with them. #2 — He has heard 93% - 57%, he has heard actual
salaries posted and he is trained as a statistician. If you want to lie, pull out numbers like
that and throw them out there with no back up for it. Speaking of passion and rhetoric, he
also had experience running large organizations, and he can talk about whether a mayor
can do it or not, but as life gets more complicated and the regulations get more
complicated and as the technology gets more complicated, professionalism in running an
organization is key. He would much rather have somebody running the day to day
administrative affairs of the City that by training, experience and preparation has set
themselves up to do that. He also likes the idea that they are separated from the day to
day politics that go on in the City. So, the question he has for everybody is would they
rather have a professional running the administration of the City or would you rather have
somebody that just won a popularity contest doing it? When he listens to the rhetoric, he
doesn’t hear high moral ground for Proposition 2. It comes across to him like personal
vendetta and something that is personal. No high moral ground in it at all.

Frederic Gibbs, 10909 210" Street SE, stated there are 281 cities in the State of
Washington. Of those 281 cities, there is one that has a City Commission. 228 have a
Mayor/Council and 52 cities have a Council/Mayor. That is around 80%. The City of
Shelton is the only city that still uses a three-member Commission. Right now, the City
has a Council that elects the Mayor as opposed to a Mayor that directs the Council. So,
the later sounds like a monarchy and the former sounds more like a democracy. He
assessed the quality of life index for the 14 cities that are in the population range of
Snohomish. Of those 14 cities, Snohomish and Poulsbo are in the top with a score of
146. These assessments are based on crime rates, quality of life, education level, and
population rate. He will be posting his findings and other findings related to municipal
performance and financial performance — bond ratings, etc. as he comes across them.
The City seems to be run well. Snohomish is in the top spot with Poulsbo. Poulsbo is a
Mayor/Council City. The scores are pretty much even. However, based on cumulative
scores of how the cities are run, Council/Manager cities are run better.

Citizen comments — closed
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Councilmember Randall stated in 2011, Cy Son was elected the Mayor of Pacific,
Washington. Pacific, Washington is located about eight miles from Puyallup, where the
State fair is held. Son took office and within a short time, he fired most the City
department heads. He also hired and fired three police chiefs and some of the City’s
police officers. He almost drove the City to bankruptcy before he was recalled by the
voters of the town of Pacific in July 2013. Pacific is a town of 6,600 people, which is a
little smaller than Snohomish, but not that much. During that time, the Pacific City
Council was powerless to do anything about these problems that had come up with a
strong mayor. When things go bad with a strong mayor, they can go really bad for the
City. He will support the motion to adopt Resolution 1351.

Councilmember Hamilton stated the issue before the Council tonight is one in the form of
the Council’s support or not to support a change in form of government. This issue was
brought by a group of citizens who have as much passion for this City as any other
citizens. They have given the voters of the City an opportunity to weigh in as to whether
they want the change or not. On November 8, they will cast their ballots and the Council
will know their answer. He supports the Resolution and will ask for some revisions to it.
He noted with the City’s current form of government, there are elected representatives
from the citizens of the City, who hold the power to raise and spend money. The Council
receives guidance from staff. A few years ago, the City was looking at sending its
effluent down the river to Everett. That came about because of regulatory changes and
the City was sued by the Puget Soundkeepers. Recently, the City received recognition
from the Puget Soundkeepers in recognition of the work it did to clean up the wastewater
problem. The City was looking at a $50 million project to be shared by about 2,800
ratepayers. The City Manager had the foresight to be able to work in collaboration with
the Puget Soundkeepers and the State. The Council spent probably more than $10
million to clean up the wastewater. Staff has come up with some incredibly cutting edge
and innovative ways to do this. The City is now in compliance. The guidance received
by the professional management of this City, discounting the other costs that were laid
out, has saved the ratepayers in this City more than $30 million.

Councilmember Hamilton stated it was mentioned by several speakers that many of the
cities with less than 10,000 population have a strong mayor. There is a reason for that,
and it doesn’t have anything to do with good governance. Last month, he was in Soap
Lake on business and met the Mayor. 10% of the City’s General Fund revenue comes
from property taxes. The vast majority is from sales tax. Soap Lake would love to have
a Council/Manager form of government. They can’t afford it. They limp along with a
Strong Mayor and a number of other passionate citizens trying to move their city
forward. He would like to see two changes to the proposed Resolution 1351. Where it
states there were 218 signatures, the “bare minimum” required by law. He would like
“bare minimum’” removed. The reference to the cost of $100,000 is irrelevant and should
be removed.

Councilmember Burke stated if he had to pick somebody in the room to be the Mayor for
another year, it would be Larry Bauman without question. This Council has debated back
and forth and disagreed on a number of really controversial issues. However, it doesn’t
appear with this issue on this topic. The form of government should remain as it is.

Councilmember Wilde stated what a year to come on Council. He referenced
Councilmember Hamilton’s comment about the utility rates. If he had a business, he
would want somebody running his business that knows what they’re doing and is the best
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person for the job — not just somebody who is popular. If the citizens of Snohomish don’t
like the City Manager, they can vote for the councilmembers who can make that change.

Councilmember Schilaty stated she supports the State petition process completely. The
change in the form of government is on the ballot for November and she respects the
process. She feels it is very much within the Council’s purview to have the Resolution as
supported by the RCW. As Councilmember Burke stated, it is telling that all seven
councilmembers feel strongly about this. This decision does not have anything to do
with the current City Manager. However, the current City Manager has exemplified why
a professional is so important within the community as explained by Councilmember
Hamilton. The professional manager also hires professional staff. She was on the Council
in 2007 when the City went through the Great Recession. To go through that recession
and come out the way the City did took incredible expertise. This decision will live far
beyond any of the current Councilmembers and City Manager. A professional manager
got the City through the Great Recession, which required staff reductions and many
difficult decisions. Imagine if there were a strong mayor in place - those decisions would
become politicized. Those decisions need to be based on professional standards. In
reference to the 218 signatures, she feels is it valid to state it was the minimum required —
“bare” minimum is not necessary. She acknowledged reference to $100,000 in cost is
speculative. However, stating the maximum potential is something the taxpayers should
know. We know the change in government will include some expenses. We don’t know
what they are, but it will cost the City. She would be okay with removing the number.
Mr. Davis referenced a recall process. She wished to note, the recall process is a very
costly and disruptive process. A City Manager can be fired at any time and replaced.
Councilmember Schilaty supports Resolution 1351.

Councilmember Randall supports removing the word “bare” minimum required by law of
218 signatures. He also supports removing the $100,000 in costs as it is speculative and
noted there will be costs involved in changing the form of government.

Mayor Guzak stated there will also be legal costs for redrafting City documents. There
will be a legal process with legal costs. She supports leaving the $100,000 cost.

Council agreed to strike the word “bare”, re-craft the language related to costs and move
Recital #11 to #3.

MOTION by Burke, second by Randall, that the City Council ADOPT
Resolution 1351, as amended providing the City Council’s recommendation that voters
vote “no” on Proposition 2 on the November 8, 2016, ballot.

Councilmember Hamilton will support the amended motion. For the record, he stated it
is immaterial to reference the 218 signatures. The citizens met the threshold under the
RCW.

VOTE ON MOTION: The motion passed unanimously (7-0)

SET Public Hearing Date for Tenth Street Right-of-Way Vacation — PASS Resolution
1352

Mr. Monzaki reviewed the staff report, noting the Snohomish Covenant Group, LLC,
(SCG) owner of Parcel No. 00487700000811 (1001 Avenue D), has requested a street
vacation of a portion of the northern half of the Tenth Street right-of-way that is east of
Avenue D. The purpose of the vacation is to resolve an existing encroachment of a
commercial building and other site improvements within the requested vacation area.
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The land appraisal report completed for the vacation area (1,498 square feet) determined
the market value for the vacation area is $41,195 ($27.50 per square foot). The report
shows a summary of the Land Sale Comparables that was used in the analysis. The
comparables ranged from $8.05 to $30.17 per square foot. According to the Snohomish
County Assessor’s Office Property Information, the 2016 market land value for Parcel
No. 00487700000811 is $439,700. This is $20.60 per square feet based on a property
area of 0.49 acres (21,344 square feet). The appraiser based this value as if the land were
vacant and available to put to its highest and best use, which is $27.50 per square foot,
which is higher than the market land value determined by the Snohomish County
Assessor’s Office and the higher end of the range determined by the comparables.

Resolution 1352 has been drafted for adoption setting a public hearing for November 1,
2016 on the proposed vacation. According to SMC 12.48.030, the Council will generally
make its determination regarding whether to require compensation before it adopts the
resolution, but the Council shall retain the discretion to review its determination
following the public hearing.

Citizens’ comments - none
Citizens’ comments — closed

Councilmember Hamilton commented this is the highest appraised value he has seen in
the past twelve years.

MOTION by Hamilton, second by Rohrscheib, that the City Council ADOPT
Resolution 1352, setting a public hearing date for November 1, 2016, to consider the
vacation of a portion of Tenth Street and request for compensation. The motion passed
unanimously (7-0)

f. APPOINT Councilmember to Serve as SAO-Audit Liaison and to WAIVE the Need for
Annual Audit Entrance Conference

Ms. Olson stated the purpose of this agenda item is for City Council’s consideration and
selection of a City Councilmember to serve as Council liaison to the State Auditor’s
Office (SAO) during the City’s annual audit, and to determine the need for an annual
audit entrance conference.

Councilmember Hamilton volunteered to serve as the SAO-Audit Liaison.

Citizen comments — open
Citizen comments - closed

MOTION by Guzak, second by Wilde, that the City Council APPOINT
Councilmember Hamilton to serve as the Council SAO - Audit Liaison and WAIVE the
annual audit entrance conference. The motion passed unanimously (7-0)

7. DISCUSSION ITEMS:

a. Funding Concepts for the Hal Moe Building Project — Request for Proposals for
Feasibility Study

Ms. Johns reviewed the staff report, noting the purpose of the agenda item is for the City
Council to review the draft Request for Proposals (RFP) for the Hal Moe Building
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Remodel Project and to provide staff with direction on next steps. The RFP will look to
analyze the committee and community’s vision. The consultant team will provide
professional expertise to determine the feasibility of remodeling the building. A final
preliminary plan will be presented to Council for approval. The RFP is estimated to cost
approximately $50,000, out of a budget of $150,000. It is funded by REET. Once a plan
is approved by the Council, construction funding will likely be sourced through multiple
areas, such as a Snohomish County Community Development Block Grant, REET,
possibly councilmatic bonds or general obligation bonds. Future operation and
management options might be partnering with non-profit organizations, possibly user
fees or voter approved specific levy for the facility. If approved, the RFP will be
advertised for 30 days.

Mayor Guzak stated the direction of the Hal Moe Committee to date is to recommend
that the building not be torn down and to repurpose the existing building. This would
necessitate some design assistance.

Citizen comments - open
Citizen comments — closed

Councilmember Rohrscheib said he travels by this property quite often and it is such a
black eye on the neighborhood. He has already expressed his thoughts on how it should
be converted and he has battled with a few folks on that. He is pretty confident the
building has been broken into by the homeless. He doesn’t like the idea of spending
money to evaluate this. He would like the building to be demolished and put some grass
there. He will not support a motion for an RFP.

Mayor Guzak stated she has the work of the committee and she supports it.

Councilmember Schilaty stated the Council decided to appoint an ad hoc committee to
help Council make a decision, and the members are representatives of the community.
She feels the process should move forward. Council is not committed at this point, but in
order to know what to do next, Council needs to have this information. It’s been a
thoughtful process.

MOTION by Schilaty, second by Burke that the City Council AUTHORIZE
staff to advertise, interview and select a consultant to prepare a draft conceptual remodel
plan, elevations and cost estimates for the Hal Moe building site.

Councilmember Randall supports the motion. He believes the Hal Moe building has
fallen into decay, but the bones are still good. Not all parts of the building can be
retained, but he is excited to see what the plan will look like.

Councilmember Burke is also excited to see the preliminary plan. The site is centric to
the town and it has a lot of potential. He thanked the committee for their work.

Councilmember Wilde stated the money issues are a concern for him. He agrees with
Councilmember Rohrscheib. A quick fix for now may be to tear down the building and
clean it up and then figure out how to obtain funding to build something that may be
more useful later on. He will not support the motion.
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Mayor Guzak stated she has been attending the Hal Moe Committee meetings and she
has watched the committee going through their process and it has been very deliberative.
This space has huge potential. She supports the motion.

VOTE ON MOTION: The motion passed (5-2) with Wilde and Rohrscheib
voting nay.

b. City Council Meeting Minutes Preparations

Mr. Bauman reviewed the staff report, noting the near verbatim, detailed style of minutes
currently produced for the City Council requires a considerable amount of staff resources.
For example, the August 16, 2016 meeting minutes resulted in the City Clerk and staff
devoting a combined 37 hours to develop 34-pages of minutes for Council review. If
staff continues with this detailed style of minutes, it cannot meet the departmental
demands for public records and other essential services. The combined position of City
Clerk and Human Resources Manager has saved the current year’s budget approximately
$120,000 in expenses. If a change is not made to the manner in which the Clerk delivers
the Council’s minutes, Mr. Bauman cannot sustain the combined position, and a new
position would need to be added to the 2017 budget to manage these demands. Most
cities in the region have moved away from detailed minutes due to the extensive time and
resources required to produce them. Staff recommends that the City move to a summary
form of minutes. Options would be to hire a part-time employee to transcribe audio
recordings of the Council meetings, or revise to summary or action style minutes. The
recent improvements to the City website includes access to full audio recordings.

Citizen comments - open

Morgan Davis, 206 Avenue I, read an excerpt from the September, Seattle Times
editorial article, entitled, “Public Records, An Essential Cost for All.” The last paragraph
reads, “Transparency is essential to democracy. It’s how citizens keep track of their
government’s actions. The Legislature should tread carefully before making any changes
to the state Public Records Act that would make it more difficult for the public and the
press to watch over their governments.” Mr. Davis stated periodically, Mr. Bauman
brings the subject up of eliminating the detailed minutes. He thinks it’s essential. It will
prevent public records requests. It will save money. In digital format, you can scroll
through it. That is why during depositions, you just don’t have an audio, you have a
court reporter that takes transcriptions. It’s a quasi-legal thing. The Council needs to
keep its detailed minutes. He prefers the Council vote for option 1. If the Council has to
hire a part-time clerk at $20,000 per year, it is well worth it. It will save money. It’s for
transparency. He remembers late last year when the Council said it would save $120,000
by not filling Torchie’s position and let Pat Adams do it as part of her HR job. Mr.
Bauman said the City could take that money and spend it on Ron Dotzauer and Margaret
Arnold for open government transparency committees. The Council spent $25,000 on it
and he had one public records request. It was merely to verify whether Ron Dotzauer’s
focus group members were in the City of Snohomish. Names and addresses, and the City
dragged their feet from his request in April until August. Mr. Weed milked the system
for tens of thousands of dollars in legal fees for that one little request for names and
addresses. If this were in detailed minutes and answered his questions, the City wouldn’t
have this. The Council is throwing the baby out with the bath water. Keep the detailed
minutes. What’s wrong with hiring a $20,000 clerk? You just spent $150,000 to keep a
building that back in July 2014, the Council wanted to tear down the Carnegie annex
building. That’s a better building than the eye sore on the Hal Moe site. The Council is
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not consistent. He recommends keeping the detailed minutes. It’s a good investment and
he urges the Council to read the article by the Seattle Times. It nails the issue right on the
head.

Citizen comments — closed

Councilmember Schilaty asked about the ability if the minutes are completed in a
summary form to index it to the audio.

Mr. Bauman stated there is the current ability to fast forward and reverse the audio file,
but do not have the ability to index at this point.

Councilmember Schilaty stated it is a standard format. She is sure it can be done and it
would be very helpful if Council adopts the summary form of minutes.

Councilmember Hamilton applauds staff for moving the audio portion of the meetings to
the website so citizens can download it and listen to it. Particularly, those people who
can’t attend the meetings. Detailed minutes do take a long time to transcribe. They are a
great resource. Technology will probably catch up. Voice recognition would be great to
convert the minutes into some sort of usable form. He likes the detailed minutes and it is
still the quickest way to learn what happened at a meeting. He is in favor of staying with
the detailed minutes.

Councilmember Randall stated in reviewing the packet material, five jurisdictions use the
summary minutes and four use the action minutes. No jurisdictions have the detailed
minutes that the City does. Apparently, Marysville has a little bit of verbatim discussion
in their minutes. He thinks the City should move to summary minutes.

MOTION by Randall, second by Guzak that the City Council ADOPT the
summary format for its City Council Meeting Minutes.

Mayor Guzak stated it’s time to go to summary minutes. There is a lot of information in
the staff reports, along with the audio being available. She thanked Ms. Adams for the
sample of what the minutes would look like in the summary format.

Councilmember Rohrscheib stated he supports the move to summary minutes, but would
like the option to revert back to detailed minutes.

Councilmember Schilaty stated when the topic was brought up a few years back, it was a
source of pride that we still did the detailed minutes. She feels like life is moving
forward and right now there is a lot pressure on the City for records, the amount of
involvement with the citizens has increased and to transcribe citizen comments when 100
people show up is very difficult and onerous. It is recorded. She is in support of going to
summary minutes with the caveat that staff move as quickly as possible with technology
to make it easily accessible to the public through indexing. She supports the motion.

Councilmember Hamilton does not support the motion. Public record requests are a
problem throughout the state. The State Auditor recently published a fact sheet regarding
those costs. It’s great that people can make public records requests and it’s important.
Sometimes it feels like people are just trying to be the next Edward Snowden. He
wonders how much government money is wasted through these types of efforts. It’s
unfortunate the City is going to go this route. While it’s easy to listen to a three hour
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Council meeting, how long does it take to read a three hour Council meeting with
minutes? 15 or 20 minutes. It’s a lot harder to listen to the audio.

Mayor Guzak referenced the staff report and noted in 2014, Council had 28 meetings. In
2015, 29 meetings, and the Council is looking at 38 meetings this year. It is a huge
amount of work. The meetings are also longer as we’ve invited more of the community to
speak. The Council is happy to have more community comments. She supports the
motion.

VOTE ON MOTION: The motion passed (5-2) with Hamilton and Burke voting
nay.

c. 2017 Personnel Overview

Ms. Olson reviewed the staff report and noted the purpose of this agenda is to provide the
City Council a first review of 2017 projected personnel wages and benefits for the
upcoming year.

On August 23, 2016 during the City Council Budget and Planning workshop, staff
discussed proposed 2017 personnel budget conditions to include:

Cost of Living Adjustments 2.25%

Step Movements for Eligible Employees
Anticipated Medical Premium Increases (3%)
Vacant Water Plant Operator Position

Continued Utilization of Temporary/Seasonal Help

For 2017, salaries and benefits make up 30% of the total estimated expenditures in all
proposed operating budgets. Within the General Fund, personnel costs comprise the
largest share of expenditures. Total 2017 estimated General Fund expenditures are over
$9.1 million with proposed General Fund personnel costs expected to be $3.6 million or
39% of the overall General Fund expenditure budget.

Mayor Guzak noted the $3.6 million is 39% of the Snohomish’s overall General Fund
expenditure budget, but other cities generally are 63%, so Snohomish is being much more
efficient with the use of its General Fund dollars relative to personnel costs.

Citizen comments — open

Morgan Davis, 206 Avenue I, referenced page 169 of the agenda packet concerning
Personnel and Benefits for 2017. It states City Council at $46,000 and then
Administration — which would be Larry Bauman, Pat Adams and Debbie Emge. Their
total projected is $564,000. If you compare that with our neighboring city, Monroe,
which is twice as big, they tried an Economic Development Manager one time and
apparently it didn’t work out. They hired Jeff Sax, a former County Councilman. They
got a new strong mayor and he laid Jeff off. He assumed the duties of promoting and
getting factory jobs to Monroe. He believes their Mayor is part time and paid $40,000
and their Administrator can’t be more than $160,000. That is $200,000 and then Pat
Adams position would be $120,000. So, that’s a total of $320,000 versus $564,000. It’s
management priorities is what the Council has to look at. It’s one of the advantages of
the strong mayor. The strong mayor can take an independent look. The U.S.
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Constitution is modeled on that. Can you imagine our U.S. Congress appointing the
President to manage the Federal Government? That’s why it is important to have checks
and balances. We all took that in civics in high school. Mr. Wilde probably took it with
Gionet — the elderly gentleman that passed away. It’s basic civics — independent —
balance of powers and a lot of good cities like their strong mayor system. The Council
can rearrange priorities and have Debbie do some other function in City government, but
he doesn’t think a small town like Snohomish under 10,000, needs an Economic
Development Manager. If Monroe doesn’t need one, why should Snohomish have one?
It doesn’t make sense. It’s a matter of priorities. This is why there is an up swelling of
discontent in this City, because they really think that the Council is not good stewards
and have a vested interest in keeping the present system because it’s their power.
Nobody wants to give up power. The Council is not frugal and doesn’t spend money
responsibly.

Citizen comments — closed

Councilmember Wilde commented that he deals on daily basis with somebody on the
City of Monroe’s Council, and he knows they are looking for a lot of new businesses in
their City and they don’t have a lot of areas for it. They are missing an Economic
Development Manager which would help their businesses grow. He looks at numbers
and he thinks the position is very valuable for Snohomish. The City’s vacancies are
pretty low and businesses are doing really well right now.

Mayor Guzak has no issues surrounding the personnel forecast and accepts the report as
presented.

Councilmember Burke questioned the Labor and Industries 50% increase.

Ms. Olson explained the rates went up 50% in 2013. There has been no major increase in
2017.

8. CONSENT ITEMS:

a. AUTHORIZE payment of claim warrants #59361 through #59452 in the amount of

$709,322.14 issued since the last regular meeting.

b. CONFIRM Mayor’s Appointment to the Design Review Board.

MOTION by Hamilton, second by Randall to pass the Consent Items. The
motion passed unanimously (7-0).

9. OTHER BUSINESS/INFORMATION ITEMS:

20

Mayor Guzak attended a meeting with a citizen concerning construction noise on weekends
and evenings. Mr. Pickus will generate a comparison of construction noise ordinances with
other cities. Snohomish has the widest allowable time frame from 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.
She would like to ask the Council to consider redrafting the City’s construction noise
ordinance at a future meeting.

Council is in favor of conducting this review, and staff will bring it back for Council
consideration.

City Council Meeting
October 18, 2016



AGENDA ITEM 3b

10.

11.

12.

COUNCILMEMBER COMMENTS/LIAISON REPORTS:

Councilmember Hamilton provided an observation on the earlier discussion regarding the
opposition to the Resolution and in support of Proposition 2. He kept an informal tally. Of
those people who spoke in opposition to the Resolution in support of the Proposition, only
one of those individuals was a registered voter in the City, and of the people who spoke in
support of the Resolution, or in opposition to Proposition 2, only eight of those were in the
City. He will not be attending the October 4 Council meeting.

Councilmember Burke stated HDS met on Thursday. They are thinking about events and
how to restructure the Taste of Music. The Park Board will start to meet regularly again
beginning the 28™ of this month.

Councilmember Rohrscheib stated concerning Resolution 1351, he spoke with Mr. Betten
and Mr. Kartak a number of times about the Resolution. When they were first discussing
bringing the Proposition to the voters, they asked what he thought and he told them he didn’t
agree with it, and he still doesn’t support the Proposition. However, he does agree with the
citizens’ rights to bring it to the voters. Vote No on November 8.

Councilmember Wilde stated the Design Review Board did not meet last week. He will not
be attending the October 4 meeting.

MANAGER’S COMMENTS:

Mr. Bauman stated there is a new trend in cell phone antenna technology that is concerning
to a number of cities and other public agencies that may be impacted by this. It is a firm
named, Mobilitie, promoting a form of distributed multiple antennas in single jurisdictions on
single poles in the right-of-way, ranging from 60 to 80 feet high. They claim to be a utility
and as such, they believe they are exempt from franchise fees and the controls that franchise
agreements can create for how these facilities impact cities. The growing concern among
cities is the need for expert legal advice to deal with this corporation in an effective way. A
consortium has been developed led by Ogden Murphy Wallace. Staff would like to
participate in an upcoming coordination meeting of the consortium on September 29, with
Council’s approval. The outline for any future contract would be a $6,000 buy in fee to join
the consortium, and a 5% share for each new member of the ongoing fees, estimated at
$1,600 per month, possibly less. The total cost, including the buy in fee is not expected to
exceed $15,000.

The Council agreed that the City’s participation in this initial coordination meeting is
appropriate.

MAYOR’S COMMENTS

Mayor Guzak stated she and the City Manager had a meeting with Lake Stevens Mayor John
Spencer and Interim City Administrator Mary Swenson regarding the City’s hope to grow to
the north and their hope to grow to the south. There will be casual meetings, which will
include planning staff.

Coffee with the Mayor is scheduled for Friday, 9:30 a.m. at Proper Joes. She invited one or
two Councilmembers to join her.

Snohomish County Tomorrow meets Wednesday, September 28, 6:00 p.m., in Everett for
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their Annual Assembly. Councilmembers are invited to attend and have received invitations.
The discussion will be on the issue of “Stuck in Traffic.”

New Community Transit Route 109 is now running through Snohomish.
13. ADJOURN at 9:53 p.m.

APPROVED this 18" day of October 2016

CITY OF SNOHOMISH ATTEST:

Karen Guzak, Mayor Pat Adams, City Clerk
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Date: October 18, 2016

To: City Council

From: Larry Bauman, City Manager

Subject: Presentation by Peter Messinger Regarding a Proposed Gun Disposal
Program

SUMMARY:: The purpose of this agenda item is for the City Council to receive a presentation
from Snohomish resident Peter Messinger. His proposal would create a voluntary gun disposal
program managed by the City’s Police Department. Mr. Messinger has titled this program as
“Drop Your Guns.” He intends to present this concept to Council through a PowerPoint
presentation.

BACKGROUND: Mr. Messigner envisions a program that would involve distributing
information to the community about an opportunity to voluntarily dispose of unwanted firearms
by bringing them to the Snohomish Police Station. The Snohomish Police Department already
accepts such firearms for disposal and is organizationally prepared to participate in the type of
program that Mr. Messinger has outlined. Gun disposal requests brought to the Snohomish
Police Department are currently infrequent and random. As such, they present no excessive
burden on officers. Weapons donated for disposal typically are those that have little monetary
value due to age, condition, and type. Many of these weapons, apparently, are offered by the
owners for disposal because they are either inoperative, inherited from a relative, or unwanted
for other reasons.

ANALYSIS: The key concerns of the Police Department regarding this proposed program are
that individuals disposing of firearms contact the Department in advance to schedule a time to
submit their weapons, and that limits be placed on the maximum number of appointments
permitted for any single day. These concerns derive from the operational need to allot 45
minutes to an hour to retrieve each weapon from a vehicle, ensure it is unloaded and safe to bring
into the Police Department, and then complete necessary paperwork with the gun owner for the
disposal process. Mr. Messinger has agreed that such scheduling requirements could be
incorporated into his program. If this program is supported by Council, staff would collaborate
with Mr. Messigner to announce the disposal program via the City’s Weekly Newsletter, website
news, and social media.

BUDGET IMPACTS: None are anticipated.
STRATEGIC PLAN REFERENCE: Not applicable

RECOMMENDATION: That the City Council RECEIVE the presentation by Peter
Messinger regarding gun disposal and DIRECT staff for any further action.

ATTACHMENT: None
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Date: October 18, 2016

To: City Council

From: Larry Bauman, City Manager

Subject: 2017 Revenue Sources — Public Hearing

SUMMARY:: The purpose of this public hearing is for the City Council to take public testimony
regarding revenue sources as a key step toward adoption of the 2017 Budget. Cities in the State
of Washington are required, by Ch. 84.55.120 RCW, to hold a public hearing on proposed
operating revenue sources prior to the adoption of their annual property tax levy. This public
hearing provides the City Council and the public with the opportunity to review forecasted 2017
operating revenue sources. City operating funds — defined as funds that pay employee wages —
are the General Fund (001), Street Fund (102), Utility Enterprise Funds (401,402,404), Fleet and
Facilities Fund (501) and Information Services Fund (502).

BACKGROUND: The 2017 budget development process began in July of 2016. The City
Council received 2016 preliminary revenue information as part of their August 23, 2016
workshop, which provided an opportunity for review of anticipated future revenues for 2017. On
September 30, 2016, the City Manager’s 2017 Recommended Budget was distributed and
included proposed revenues, expenditures, fund balance estimates and detailed department
operating budgets. On October 18, 2016, the budget workshop included a budget overview that
reviewed 2017 estimated revenues along with presentations on 2017 departmental operating
budgets for operating funds.

ANALYSIS: The economy continues to improve but still remains somewhat unpredictable.
Sales tax revenues are projected to grow slowly and building related fees and charges are
anticipated to decline. Expenditures, as predicted, continue to increase at a faster pace than
revenues. Long-term these demands do not offer the ability to maintain adequate reserves. This
condition points to the need to continue work during 2017 to develop a five-year financial plan
or strategy. Previous year measures for cost containment and a cautious approach to forecasting
revenues have not minimized the need for future levels of service modifications. Previous year
cost reductions implemented in 2009-2012 consisted of position eliminations in every City
department and underfunding replacement reserves in non-operating funds for facilities,
equipment, vehicles and technology. For the 2013-2016 budget cycles, a small number of
positions were funded and efforts to resume equipment and technology replacements were
included in the adopted budgets. In 2016, no new positions were funded as personnel and benefit
costs make up the majority of the operating fund budgets.

The 2017 Recommended Budget largely continues a conservative budgeting approach initiated at
the start of the economic recession beginning in 2008. The economic conditions caused during
this recession have continued in lessening degrees in recent years, yet have a sustained impact on
the City’s operational budget as we go forward into 2017.

The General Fund is the City’s core operating fund and supports the costs of basic governmental
services; law enforcement/criminal justice, parks, planning and development services, economic
development, support services and the general administration of City government. The General
Fund transfers dollars to the Streets Special Revenue Fund where maintenance and operations
are allocated. The General Fund also transfers dollars to the Facilities & Fleet Fund, Information
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Services Funds, and Internal Service Funds for maintenance and operations of the City facilities,
vehicles, and equipment and technology services.

Utility Enterprise Funds are also significant operating funds that support the cost of delivering
water, wastewater and storm water services to users connected to the systems. Enterprise Funds
are considered proprietary with rates and fees collected by these funds being restricted and used
solely for operations, maintenance, debt service and capital infrastructure and equipment directly
related to each utility.

The basic and conservative assumption embedded in the 2017 Budget is that we should be
careful not to expect that recent trends of improvements in our General Fund revenues are
sustainable trends at this time. Sales tax revenues account for the largest share of the General
Fund resources and are the most volatile by reflecting the state of the economic ups and downs.
The 2017 Recommended Budget projects a modest increase in revenue streams for the General
Fund. Utility rates are proposed for the three year period of 2017, 2018 and 2019 and the 2017
Recommended Budget includes the proposed rate 2.25% increase each year for water, varying
decreases for sewer rates based on meter size and storm water rate increases at 2% each year.

Staff received direction from Council after the August 2016 budget workshop and strategic plan
initiatives have been incorporated into the recommended budget. As an integral part of the
budget process, department directors review and forecast year-end revenue and expenditures.
Preliminary assessed valuation estimates have become available from the County Assessor and
the City Manager has made overall preliminary budget recommendations.

Total 2017 revenue sources are estimated to be $28,153,060. The following is the latest summary
of proposed revenues based on all sources anticipated:

001 [General 9,095,305
102 |Streets 1,044,175
104 |Park Impact Fee 135,230
107 |Visitor Promotion 8,020
108 |[PBIA 24,075
113 |Police Seizure (0]
117 |Real Estate Excise Tax 601,800
125 |Traffic Impact Fee 349,306
205 [Debt Service 60,773
310 [Municipal Capital Projects 665,000
311 |[Street Capital Projects 2,510,500
401 |Water Utility 2,787,078
402 |[Wastewater Utility 4,727,509
403 |Solid Waste 2,091,000
404 [Stormwater Utility 1,627,300
501 |Fleet & Facilities 922,950
502 |Information Services 559,255
503 |Self-insurance 5,010
505 |[Equipment Replacement 136,249
604 |Carnegie Restoration 25
130 [(TBD 802,500
[ FundTotals 28,153,060
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When looking at overall revenues, utility rate revenues are the largest source at 39% with
General Fund Sales Tax next at 14%. Utility tax revenues are 6% and Property tax at 4%.

All Operating Funds - Revenue

& Transfers-In 6%

H Property Tax 4%
i Miscellaneous 0% e

i Capital Project Funding 7% /,/"' %

H Sales Tax 14%
i Fines & Fees 1%

H Cost Allocation Fees 11%

4 Utility Tax 6%

i Shared Intergovernmental 1%
License & Permits 1%

E Impact Fees 1% H Other Tax 5%

& Utility Connections 4%

B Utility Rates 39%

General Fund Revenue Overview
General Fund revenues for 2017 are budgeted at $9,127,383 not including beginning fund
balance, and are estimated to increase 3.4% over the forecasted 2016 year-end revenues.
Beginning General Fund Balance for 2017 is estimated to be $1,1,745,196. This amount along
with incoming anticipated revenues, are used to fund expenditures or set aside as reserves based
on City Council policy.

General Fund Revenues

Fines & Fees
2%

Miscellaneous ,_Transfers-In

Shared Intergovernmental
2%
License & Permits

3% Other Tax
0%

City Council Meeting 27
October 18, 2016



PUBLIC HEARING 6a

General Fund Sales Tax, overall are projected to increase $38,000 from the 2016 budget. The
2017 sales tax revenue budget is conservatively estimated at $3.76 million.

The construction sales tax category consists of revenues generated for City capital projects and
housing construction and is projected to remain the same as in 2016, while the retail sales tax
portion is projected to increase approximately $38,000. The two components of this revenue
category give insight into activity levels in sectors of our local economy. Retail sales tax
revenues showed strong growth in early 2016 and slower growth in the last quarter. While,
trends are showing that retail tax revenues are progressing, there is no basis for any increased
performance projections in the construction category. Sales tax revenues continue to comprise
the predominant funding source for the General Fund at 42% of all sources, not including
beginning fund balance. A sales tax trending graph is provided below with a history of sales tax
receipts in total and by retail and construction activity.

Historical Sales Tax
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$2,784,947 =
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$2,403,561

b $1,500,000
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$381,386

$2,403,561
$381,386
| sa78a047

Utility Tax, the second largest General Fund revenue source are anticipated to remain the same
for a total revenue source generating about $1,516,000. The taxed utilities are gas, electric,
television, telephone, solid waste, water and sewer. Utility taxes continue to remain stable as
shown in the last five-year history shown below.
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2016 Utility and Other Taxes

Garbage/Solid Waste Tax Gambling Tax
2%
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The 2016 Property Tax Levy is proposed to be $1,189,848 which includes a proposed 1%
increase to the regular levy, plus any increase for new construction value and any property tax
refunds or assessments due to the City. Property taxes are anticipated to be 13% of overall
General Fund revenue sources.

Development-related Permitting Revenues are conservatively budgeted to decrease $98,821.
Plan check and various other development fees are projected to decrease by approximately
$108,000. The 2017 reduction is based on staff’s annual review of approved plats and
construction that may occur in the upcoming year..

State shared revenues or Intergovernmental Revenues in 2017 of $218,716 consist primarily
of state and county shared revenues for criminal justice purposes and liquor profits. Liquor
profits and excise taxes are expected to increase in 2017. The total revenues for liquor sales
activity is expected to be $127,000 which is up from 2016 revenues by$27,045. State